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District Judge. (CA-94-895-AM
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Before ERVIN, LUTTIG and WLLIAMS, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

John Wayne Brown, Appellant Pro Se. Vaughan Chri stopher Jones,
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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

John Wayne Brown appeals the district court’s order denying
relief on his 42 U S.C. A § 1983 (Wst Supp. 1998) conplaint. W
have revi ewed the record and the district court’s opinion accepting
the magi strate judge’ s recomendati on and find no reversible error.
Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district court.

Brown v. Lindsey, No. CA-94-895-AM (E.D. Va. May 12, 1998). W

di spense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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